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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
VANNESSA JO CHRISTENSEN, )
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
___________________________)

NO. 43072
BANNOCK COUNTY NO. CR 2014-9963
APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Vannessa Jo Christensen entered a plea of guilty to principal to second degree
kidnapping and the district court imposed a unified sentence of ten years, with four
years fixed. Ms. Christensen then filed an Idaho Criminal Rule 35 (“Rule 35”) motion for
a reduction of sentence, which was denied by the district court.1

On appeal,

Ms. Christensen asserts that the district court abused its discretion by imposing an
excessive sentence upon her in light of the mitigating factors present in his case.

Ms. Christensen did not submit any new information in support of her Rule 35 motion.
Therefore, Ms. Christensen does not challenge the denial of her Rule 35 motion on
appeal. See State v. Huffman, 144 Idaho 201 (2007).
1
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Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
In October of 2014, Ms. Christensen was charged by Information with principal to
second degree kidnapping and principal to aggravated battery. (R., pp.73-74.) The
State then filed an Information Part II, alleging that Ms. Christensen used a deadly
weapon in the alleged commission of the aggravated battery.

(R., pp.75-76.)

Ms. Christensen entered into a plea agreement with the State, wherein she would plead
guilty to principal to second degree kidnapping and the remaining charges would be
dismissed.

(1/20/15 Tr., p.5, Ls.23-25.)

The State agreed to a recommendation

between ten and twenty years, with the defense free to argue for less. (1/20/15 Tr., p.5,
L.23 – p.6, L.6.)
Ms. Christensen proceeded to sentencing and the district court imposed a unified
sentence of ten years, with four years fixed. (R., pp.113-116.) Ms. Christensen filed a
Notice of Appeal timely from the district court’s Minute Entry, Judgment of Conviction,
and Commitment Order. (R., pp.121-123.) Ms. Christensen then filed a Rule 35 motion
which was denied by the district court following a hearing. (R., pp.119-120, 132, 134.)
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed a unified sentence of ten
years, with four years fixed, upon Ms. Christensen, following her plea of guilty to
principal to second degree kidnapping?
ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed A Unified Sentence Of Ten
Years, With Four Years Fixed, Upon Ms. Christensen, Following Her Plea Of Guilty To
Principal To Second Degree Kidnapping
Where a defendant contends that the sentencing court imposed an excessively
harsh sentence, the appellate court will conduct an independent review of the record
giving consideration to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender, and the
protection of the public interest. See State v. Reinke, 103 Idaho 771 (Ct. App. 1982).
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that, “‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory
limits, an appellant has the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of
the court imposing the sentence.’”

State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294 (1997)

(quoting State v. Cotton, 100 Idaho 573, 577 (1979)). Ms. Christensen does not allege
that her sentence exceeds the statutory maximum.

Accordingly, in order to show an

abuse of discretion, Ms. Christensen must show that in light of the governing criteria,
the sentence was excessive considering any view of the facts.

Id. (citing State v.

Broadhead, 120 Idaho 141, 145 (1991), overruled on other grounds by State v. Brown,
121 Idaho 385 (1992)). The governing criteria or objectives of criminal punishment are:
(1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of the individual and the public generally; (3) the
possibility of rehabilitation; and (4) punishment or retribution for wrongdoing. Id. (quoting
State v. Wolfe, 99 Idaho 382, 384 (1978), overruled on other grounds by State v.
Coassolo, 136 Idaho 138 (2001)).
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Ms. Christensen asserts that, given any view of the facts, her unified sentence of
ten years, with four years fixed, is excessive.

Ms. Christensen is the product of a

traumatic and unstable childhood. Ms. Christensen was only seven or eight years of
age when both of her parents were sent to prison. (Presentence Investigation Report
(“PSI”), p.14.)

Ms. Christensen’s parents had drug problems and resulting marital

issues. (PSI, p.14.) During that period of time, Ms. Christensen was forced to live with
family members.

(PSI, p.14.)

Unfortunately, to fit-in with friends, Ms. Christensen

turned to smoking marijuana and drinking alcohol as a teenager. (PSI, p.14.) This, in
turn, led to numerous legal issues as a juvenile. (PSI, p.14.)
Mr. Christensen’s struggles with drugs and alcohol continued into her adult life.
Prior to the instant offense, Mr. Christensen had consumed alcohol, snorted
hydrocodones, and smoked marijuana and methamphetamine.

(PSI, p.8.)

Thus,

although it does not diminish the seriousness of the conduct, it does provide an
explanation for Ms. Christensen’s actions on the night of the offense which were not
consistent with Ms. Christensen’s aunt’s description of her niece’s personality. (PSI,
pp.8, 14-15.) It is also important to note that although Ms. Christensen does have a
significant misdemeanor history, the instant offense represents Ms. Christensen’s first
felony conviction. (PSI, pp.8-13.)
Accordingly, in light of the foregoing, Ms. Christensen asserts that the district
court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence upon her in light of the
mitigating factors present in her case.
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CONCLUSION
Ms. Christensen respectfully requests that this Court reduce her sentence as it
deems appropriate.
DATED this 4th day of January, 2016.

___________/s/______________
ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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